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I Love You, Man: Gendered narratives of friendship in contemporary Hollywood 
comedies  
Article submitted to Feminist Media Studies 
Abstract: This article begins with a simple observation: there are very few contemporary 
Hollywood films in which women are shown becoming friends. This is in contrast to the 
³EURPDQFH´LQZKLFKQHZFRQQHFWLRQVEHWZHHQPHQDUHSULYLOHJHG\HWWKLVSDWWHUQKDVJRQH
largely unremarked in the literature. This article has two aims: to sketch this pattern and 
explore reasons for LWWKURXJKFRPSDULQJWKH³JLUOIULHQGIOLFN´DQG³EURPDQFH´To do this, 
we first discuss those rare occasions when women do become friends on screen, using Jackie 
6WDFH\¶VZRUNWRXQGHUVWDQGWKHGLIILFXOWLHVWKLVQDUUDWLYHWUDMHFWRU\SRVHVIRU
Hollywood. This raises questions about the relationship between the homosocial and 
homosexual which set up our comparison of female and male friendship films and provides 
the rationale for our focus on the beginnings of friendships as moments where tensions 
around gendered fascinations are most obvious. The films discussed are Baby Mama 
(McCullers, 2008), Step Brothers (McKay, 2008), I Love You, Man (Hamburg, 2009), Funny 
People (Apatow, 2009), Due Date (Phillips, 2010), and Crazy, Stupid, Love (Ficarra & 
Requa, 2011). The differences we identify hinge on issues of gendered representability and 
identification which have long been at the heart of feminist film scholarship. 
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I Love You, Man: Gendered narratives of friendship in contemporary Hollywood 
comedies 
This article begins from a simple, but somewhat surprising, observation: despite a 
wealth of Hollywood films dealing with female friendship, the origins of female friendship 
are rarely depicted. Moreover, despite a growing feminist scholarship interrogating the 
importance of intimate female friendships in Hollywood comedy and melodrama from the 
1990s onwards (Tasker, 1998, Hollinger, 1998, Deleyto, 2003, Brook, 2011, Winch, 2012), 
that these films typically focus on pre-existing friendships has not been centrally discussed. 
In addition, those recent films most popularly celebrated (and critiqued) for their portrayal of 
female friendship---such as the Sex and the City (Patrick King, 2008, 2010) franchise, 
Mamma Mia (Lloyd, 2008), or Bridesmaids (Feig, 2011)---focus on groups of female friends. 
7KHVH³JLUOIULHQGIOLFNV´:LQFKDUHFRQWHPSRUDQHRXVZLWKDJURXSRIFRPHGLHV
SRSXODUO\ODEHOOHGWKH³EURPDQFH´ZKLFKIRFXVRQLQWLPDWHIULHQGVKLSVEHWZHHQPHQ,IWKH
³JLUOIULHQGIOLFN´OHDQVWRZDUGVWKHHQVHPEOH, then---DVWKHSOD\RQ³URPDQFH´VXJJHVWV---the 
³EURPDQFH´SULYLOHJHVG\DGLFUHODWLRQVKLSV7KHGLIIHUHQFHVEHWZHHQWKHVHWZRFDWHJRULHVRI
friendship comedies---³JLUOIULHQGIOLFN´DQG³EURPDQFH´---raise interesting questions about 
gender, desire, and identification which we seek to investigate in this article.  
In order to do this, we first discuss where female friendship---specifically, the origins 
of adult female friendship---DSSHDUVRQVFUHHQUHWXUQLQJWR-DFNLH6WDFH\¶VZRUNRQ
Desperately Seeking Susan (Siedelman, 1985) as a way of understanding the difficulties such 
a narrative trajectory poses for Hollywood. This raises questions about the relationship 
between the homosocial and homosexual which set up our comparison of female and male 
friendship films and provides the rationale for our particular focus on the beginnings of films 
(and friendships) as moments where tensions around gendered fascinations are most obvious. 
Given the relative dearth of contemporary narratives centrally focused on the beginnings of 
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female friendship, our discussion then narrows in on one film---Baby Mama (McCullers, 
2008)---DQGFRQVLGHUVKRZWKHZRPHQ¶VGHYHORSLQJIULHQGVKLSLVPDQDJHGDQGFRQWDLQHG
narratively and visually. We then move on to analyse portrayals of the origins of male 
friendship and, here, we have five films from the same time period to work with: Step 
Brothers (McKay, 2008), I Love You, Man (Hamburg, 2009), Funny People (Apatow, 2009), 
Due Date (Phillips, 2010), and Crazy, Stupid, Love (Ficarra & Requa, 2011), all of which 
frame their central pairings somewhat differently from Baby Mama. The differences we 
identify between these narratives hinge on issues of gendered representability and 
identification which have long been at the heart of feminist film scholarship.  
 
Where the girls are 
$OLVRQ:LQFK¶VDQDO\VLVRI³JLUOIULHQGIOLFNV´IRFXVHVRQIRXUIHPDOH-centred 
comedies from 2008 and 2009---Baby Mama, Sex and the City, The Women (English, 2008), 
and Bride Wars (Winick, 2009)---each of which privilege female friendship largely at the 
expense of heterosexual romance. With the exception of Baby Mama, which we return to, in 
each of these films the same-sex friendship is pre-existing. This is true, of course, of the 
whole Sex and the City franchise, perhaps the most written-about contemporary texts in 
relation to female friendship, and it is true of the majority of the films that both Yvonne 
Tasker (1998) and Karen Hollinger (1998) discuss in their analyses of female friendship films 
of the 1990s. Indeed, with her focus on female friendship in melodrama and romance, it is 
also notaEOHWKDWPDQ\RI7DVNHU¶VILOPVDUHDERXWgroups of female friends with these 
friendships being marked as life-long and frequently inter-JHQHUDWLRQDO+ROOLQJHU¶VZLGHU
scope, and her consideration of films in which the erotic potential of female friendship is 
more explicitly marked, means that she is more concerned with dyadic relationships but, even 
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so, it is notable that narratives where women become friends (and not also lovers) merit little 
discussion in her book.  
In partial contrast, blossoming female friendships are more frequently the focus of 
teen and college films although, even here, existing friendship groups are arguably 
privileged. Where developing friendships are the narrative focus, these relationships are 
nevertheless marked by competition and sometimes antagonism, such that the friends are 
PRUHDFFXUDWHO\GHVFULEHGDV³IUHQHPLHV´DJHQWOHUYHUVLRQRIWKHSDWKRORJLFDODGXOW
girlfriends of Single White Female (Schroeder, 1992) or Black Swan (Aronofsky, 2010). Kat 
+XJKHV¶UHVHDUFK---which considers the queer possibilities of representations of 
teenage relationships in contemporary cinema---identifies interesting patterns in the 
representations of male and female friendships which prefigure our concerns here. 
Comparing male and female friendships, she notes that films focusing on close, non-
antagonistic relationships between girls feature much younger teens than those focused on 
boys. Both female and male friendship pairings are typically established before the opening 
of the film and the friends are separated by its end. However, the emphasis on the female 
IULHQGV¶UHODWLRQVKLSWRchildhood---whilst their male equivalents are nearing adulthood and 
exploring sexual relationships with women---suggests that a focus on new female friendships 
is narratively more of an impediment to the development of hetero-romance than equivalent 
male friendships. Where films focusing on adult female friends do include a friendship-origin 
story it is therefore interesting that these stories are also located in childhood: this is true of 
Fried Green Tomatoes (Avent, 1991), Mystic Pizza (Petrie, 1988), Now and Then (Glatter, 
1995), and Mortal Thoughts (Rudolph, 1991),i as well as more recent examples such as 
Something Borrowed (Greenfield, 2011) or Bride Wars. All these films are centrally about 
VKLIWVLQZRPHQ¶VUHODWLRQVKLSV---W\SLFDOO\EURXJKWDERXWE\³JURZLQJLQWR´KHWHURVH[XDOLW\--
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-and locating the friendship in childhood arguably works to de-eroticise it and clear the path 
to heterosexual fulfilment.ii   
Moreover, it is not just friendship which has its origins in childhood---many rom-
FRPVDUHDWSDLQVWRHVWDEOLVKWKDWWKHSURWDJRQLVWV¶JRDOVDQGGUHDPVJREDFNWRFKLOGKRRG
too.iii 7KHVHQDUUDWLYHVWKXVGHDOZLWKWKH³SUREOHP´RIIHPDOHGHVLUHE\HIIHFWLYHO\UHQGHULQJ
it devoid of adult agency; the narrative leads them to the destination they have been fated to 
arrive at all along. Of course the very genericity of rom-coms arguably serves a similar 
function and contemporary female friendship films, with their twin focus on female 
friendship and heterosexual romance, can be fairly uncontroversially labelled rom-coms.iv  
At least insofar as it is seen as legitimate fodder for Hollywood film, friendship is 
often seen as a stage in ZRPHQ¶VOLYHV7KLVZDVEURXJKWKRPHWRXVUHFHQWO\ZKHQZHZHUH
teaching a class on Bridesmaids. Reflecting on the ways in which the film resonated with 
female experience, a female student commented that same-sex friendship and rivalry is 
something that all girls/women deal with from when they are toddlers until they get married. 
Whilst we very much doubt that the student was suggesting that straight married women do 
not have female friends, her comment is revealing of the narrative position typically accorded 
ZRPHQ¶VIULHQGVKLSLQSRSXODUFXOWXUHDVZHOODVLWVKHWHURFHQWULVPWKHUHDUHIHZVWRULHVWR
WHOODERXWZRPHQ¶VIULHQGVKLSVWKDWDUHQRWDOVRDQGFHQWUDOO\VWRULHVDERXWKHWHURVH[XDOLW\
Marriage represents an endpoint to that story---and so, also, to the story of female friendship-
--unless or until points of crisis in the heterosexual union bring women friends back into the 
picture, as in the Sex and the City films or The Women.  
This is linked to traditions of gendered representation in narrative cinema more 
EURDGO\,QWKLVFRQWH[W0XOYH\¶VDUJXPHQWDERXWWKHSULYLOHJLQJRIPDOHVXEMHFWLYLW\
and female objectivity remains important. Our point is not to argue for a return to the 
pessimism of MuOYH\¶VDFFRXQWIRUIHPDOHVSHFWDWRUVKLSLQGHHGWKHILOPVZHGLVFXVVKHUH
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offer---and are intended to offer---many pleasures for specifically-situated female spectators 
WKDWFDQQRWEHDFFRXQWHGIRUZLWKLQ0XOYH\¶VPRGHO+RZHYHUWKHOHJDF\RIWKH+ROO\ZRod-
QRUPRIDVVRFLDWLQJZRPHQZLWK³WR-be-looked-at-QHVV´---visually and narratively---does 
perhaps shed some insight into the relative lack of origin stories for female friends. In this 
context, the absence of a male mediating gaze creates particular possibilities/ problems as the 
visual and narrative fascination, curiosity, desire and identification which drive the 
development of the friendship are associated with women as both subjects and objects. Given 
ZRPHQ¶VWUDGLWLRQDOVWDWXVDVREMHFWRIDsexualised gaze, any intensity between women thus 
carries a potential homoerotic charge.   
,WLVUHOHYDQWKHUHWRWXUQWR6WDFH\¶VUHZRUNLQJRI0XOYH\WKURXJKKHUUHDGLQJ
of Desperately Seeking Susan, a film which remains relatively exceptional in its 
representation of adult women becoming friends.v For Stacey, what is key about the film is its 
privileging of difference between women and the way in which this is productive of desire 
and identification, both diegetically and for the female spectator. It is, she concludes, the 
interplay of desire and identification which Desperately Seeking Susan offers its female 
VSHFWDWRUWKURXJKLWVSRUWUD\DORI5REHUWD¶V5RVDQQD$UTXHWWHIDVFLQDWLRQZLWK6XVDQ
(Madonna). 5REHUWD¶VGHVLUHLVIRULGHQWLILFDWLRQVKHZDQWVWRbe Susan---a desire which the 
film is able to play on through the mistaken identity plot. Yet, the desire is not simply a desire 
to become the object---WR³ORRNOLNH´0DGRQQD6XVDQ---it is a desire to occupy her subject 
position, to share her style, attitude, passions.  
0RVWVLJQLILFDQWO\IRURXUSXUSRVHVWKHILOPVKRZVWKHLJQLWLQJRI5REHUWD¶VGHVLUH
her fascination with Susan begins with her reading of the personals column and the 
juxtaposition between the passion and desperation it contains and her own mundane, married, 
VXEXUEDQOLIH7KHVSHFWDWRULVHQFRXUDJHGWRVKDUHWKDWIDVFLQDWLRQDQGWR³VHHN´IRU6XVDQ
7KHQDUUDWLYHLVSURSHOOHGE\5REHUWD¶VGHVLUHand the editing links our privileged visual and 
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QDUUDWLYHNQRZOHGJHRI6XVDQZLWK5REHUWD¶VIDVFLQDWLRQ³WKURXJKKHUGHVLUHZHVHHNDQG
VHH´6WDFH\,WLVWKLV³VHHLQJWKURXJK´RQHZRPDQ¶VGHVLUHIRURUIDVFLQDWLRQ
with, another as she---and we---get to know that character, that makes it difficult for 
Hollywood cinema to show adult women becoming friends, as it suggests that female 
friendship always carries a potential erotic charge structurally lacking in male friendship 
narratives. These arguments resonate with debates about gendered homosociality more 
broadly,vi setting up the context for our comparison of female and male friendships.  
In her influential work on male homosociality, Eve Kosofsky Sedgwick (1985) argues 
that homophobia is an essential component of male homosociality aQGPHQ¶VSRZHUSUHFLVHO\
because homosociality and homosexuality are, structurally, dangerously close to one another. 
$VVKHSXWVLW³WREHDPDQ¶VPDQLVVHSDUDWHGRQO\E\DQLQYLVLEOHFDUHIXOO\EOXUUHG
always-already-FURVVHGOLQHIURPEHLQJµLQWHUHVWHGLQPHQ¶´+RPRSKRELDLVDQHVVHQWLDO
mechanism for regulating and legitimating the behaviour of the many by the oppression of 
the few (87-8) and, as we will go on to demonstrate, the homosocial and homophobic 
typically go hand-in-hand in the bromance.  
6HGJZLFN¶VKRPRVRFLDO-homosexual continuum recalls debates about lesbian identity 
and identification in the broader context of women-centred relationships and, specifically, 
$GULHQQH5LFK¶VQRWLRQRIWKHOHVELDQFRQWLQXXPZKLFKILQGVHFKRHVLQ6WDFH\¶VZRUN
The most important difference between these gendered-continuums lies in the distinction---or 
lack thereof---drawn between the homosocial and the homosexual. If, for Sedgwick, this line 
is rigidly policed in male relationships precisely because of the closeness but---crucially, the 
difference---of the two terms, in female relationships the line is less distinct. Whilst this 
argument has been accused of marginalising the specificity of lesbian desire and identity,vii in 
relation to representation LWDOORZVDVLQ6WDFH\¶VDUWLFOHIRUWhe interplay of desire and 
LGHQWLILFDWLRQLQZRPHQ¶VUHODWLRQVKLSVZLWKRQHDQRWKHUand with the screen. If the structure 
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of female homosociality in cinema always carries with it the charge of female homosexuality, 
this is because of a history of gendered and sexualised ways of looking. Whilst Desperately 
Seeking Susan DGPLWVWKHGHVLUHZKLFKVWUXFWXUHVZRPHQ¶VLGHQWLILFDWLRQVZLWKRWKHUZRPHQ
in doing so it remains unusual. The more common solution in contemporary Hollywood film 
is to dilute the intensity of the bond by focusing on female friendship groups and pre-existing 
friendships, with female homosociality in both contexts being pressed into the service of 
heterosexuality. But this is only possible when the relationships between women lack the 
intensity which might otherwise be associated with the foregrounding of romance and desire: 
that is, they either focus on the group (at the expense of the couple) or the established (at the 
expense of the new). 
Baby Mama may seem to offer something different here, but---as we will argue---the 
denial of the possibility of the desire which structures female identification (on and off 
screen) results in the dilution of the intensity of the friendship itself.  
 
Female friendship in Baby Mama 
Baby Mama centres around the beginnings of a friendship between middle-class 
business woman Kate (Tina Fey) and Angie (Amy Poehler), the working-class woman she 
hires to be her surrogate.  Having privileged her career over her personal life, Kate is worried 
she has left it too late to have a baby. This provides an important context for her developing 
relationship with Angie as there is no sense that the women are on an equal footing, socially 
or diegetically: this is Kate¶VVWRU\DQG$QJLHHQWHUVLWDVDZRPE-for-hire. This does not 
mean that the friendship is unsympathetically portrayed, but it does mean that it is driven not 
by fascination or desire, but, more mundanely, by economics and biology.   
.DWH¶VGHVLUHLVfor a child and not, initially, for a friend or a romantic or sexual 
partner. Indeed, the opening sequence establishes that some of these desires may be mutually 
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H[FOXVLYH7KHILOPEHJLQVZLWK.DWH¶VYRLFH-over in which she worries that she has 
prioritised career over family: on screen, we see Kate leaving work with male colleagues, 
encountering a woman with young children, then making her way into a smart restaurant. 
Inside the restaurant, Kate is filmed in medium-close up, talking directly to camera about her 
desire for a baby. The comedy comes when---after acknowledging that meeting someone and 
JHWWLQJPDUULHGLVVRPHWKLQJVKHDVSLUHVWREXWLVVLPSO\WRRKLJKULVN³,ZDQWDEDE\QRZ
,¶P´---the film cuts to a slack-mouthed and terrified looking man on the other side of the 
WDEOH³,W¶VWRRPXFKIRUDILUVWGDWHLVQ¶WLW"´VKHDVNVDQGKHUGDWHIOHHV$OWKRXJK.DWH
does meet someone, and their relationship becomes central to the film, her single-status and 
single-mindedness leave open other narrative possibilities at the beginning at least.  
After KHUIDLOHGGDWHWKHUHLVDPRQWDJHVHTXHQFHZKLFKDOLJQVXVZLWK.DWH¶VSRLQWRI
view as she watches seemingly endless streams of babies pass before her eyes, to a non-
GLHJHWLFVRXQGWUDFNRI7KH7DONLQJ+HDGV¶³6WD\8S/DWH´DVRQJWKDWLVH[SOLFLWO\DEout 
new-born babies. In this sequence, we see her exhaust a number of options for achieving her 
dream, including adoption, sperm donation and medical tests, before settling on surrogacy. 
.DWH¶VGHVLUHfor a baby thus drives the narrative and engineers her meeting with Angie. 
Kate meets Angie after her visit to the surrogacy clinic run by Chaffee Bicknell 
(played by Sigourney WeaverLQKHUODWHILIWLHVDWWKHWLPHRIILOPLQJ:HDYHU¶VUROH seems 
to be to rHQGHUVXUURJDF\³QDWXUDO´ in juxtaposition to her chaUDFWHU¶V³unnatural´ fertility: 
Bicknell has a young baby when she first meets Kate and becomes pregnant again during the 
course of the film. Bicknell/ :HDYHU¶VPDWHUQDOERG\Ls rendered comically abject, marking 
.DWH¶VUHQWLQJRI$QJLH¶VZRPE³normal´ b\FRPSDULVRQ.DWH¶VLQLWLDOPLV-readings of 
Bicknell---VKHDVVXPHV³&KDIIHH%LFNQHOO´ (also the name of the clinic) is two people and 
WKDW%LFNQHOO¶VEDE\LVDUHVXOWRIVXUURJDF\---also helps to establish that this is a comedy that 
hinges on misidentification.    
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$OWKRXJK.DWH¶VILUVWPHHWLQJZLWK$QJLHLPPHGLDWHO\IROORZVKHUYLVLWwith Bicknell,  
WKHWZRZRPHQPHHWQRWDWWKHFOLQLFEXWDW.DWH¶VKRPH6WDQGLQJRXWVLGH, talking nervously 
with her African-$PHULFDQGRRUPDQ2VFDU5RPDQ\0DOFR.DWH¶VDQWLFLSDWLRQRI$QJLH¶V
DUULYDOFDUULHVQRWKLQJRIWKHFKDUJHRI5REHUWD¶VILUVWORRNDW6XVDQ2VFDU¶VIXQFWLRQVHHPV
to be to displace any possibility of desire, or even fascination, between the women. Before 
Angie arrives, Oscar offers his own take on Kate DQG$QJLH¶VUHODWLRQVKLSVXJJHVWLQJ
parallels with his relationships with KLVFKLOGUHQ¶V mothers. The very obvious differences 
between Oscar and Kate (and their ³baby mamas´) on the grounds of race, gender, and class 
suggests another failed attempt at identification. 2VFDU¶VSUHVHQFHDOVRGLOXWHVWKHLQWHQVLW\RI
.DWH¶VORRNIRU$QJLHZKHQ$QJLH¶V6X]XNLFRPHVLQWRIUDPHLWLVIURP.DWH¶VSHUVSHFWLYH
but the next shot is of Oscar who is the one who rightly LGHQWLILHVWKDWWKLVLV.DWH¶V³EDE\
PDPD´6LPLODUO\, our first sight of Angie is from her boyfriend &DUO¶s (Dax Shephard) 
SHUVSHFWLYHDQGQRW.DWH¶V0LUURULQJ.DWH¶VILUVWGDWHDWWKHVWDUWRIWKHILOP$QJLHLV
introduced in a heterosexual context marked as less than ideal---Carl is obnoxious, 
domineering, and ignorant, and he and Angie argue in their first scene. Yet, ideal or not, that 
FRQWH[WVKDSHV.DWHDQG$QJLH¶VILUVWPHHWLQJ7Ke first time the two women share a frame 
they are sandwiched between Oscar and Carl as Kate awkwardly tries to interrupt the 
FRXSOH¶VDUJXPHQW. $QJLHUHVSRQGVDQJULO\WR.DWH¶VLQWHUMHFWLRQDQGLWLVDWWKLVSRLQW---a 
moment of misrecognition and annoyance---that the two women are, briefly, visually isolated 
from the male characters. As Kate introduces herself, $QJLH¶VGHPHDQRXULPPHGLDWHO\
FKDQJHV:KLOVWWKLVVHWVXSDTXHVWLRQDURXQG$QJLH¶VDXWKHQWLFLW\ZKLFK.DWHDQGWKHILOP
will become preoccupied with, it is not a question driven by WKHZRPHQ¶VIDVFLQDWLRQZLWK
eDFKRWKHUEXWDERXW$QJLH¶VVXLWDELOLW\DVDVXUURJDWHviii The differences between the two---
DQGEHWZHHQ.DWH¶VH[SHFWDWLRQVIRVWHUHGE\WKHIHFXQGZHDOWK\%LFNQHOO DQG$QJLH¶V
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reality---are set up in this sequence and played on throughout, but they are productive of 
humour, not desire.  
Homoerotic desire is never a serious possibility. It is invoked in this first meeting, not 
OHDVWLQWKHSDUDOOHOV2VFDUGUDZVEHWZHHQKLVVLWXDWLRQDQG.DWH¶V but played for laughs. 
Later, Angie tells Kate that she will be her surrogate when the two arHRQ.DWH¶VEDOFRQ\DW
sunset. As Angie holds her hand out to Kate and tells her, ³I want you to put your baby inside 
PH´Dlong shot from inside the apartment captures the women facing each other in the door 
frame, sunlight streaming in behind them as the non-diegetic strains of Diana Ross and 
/LRQHO5LFKLH¶V³My Endless Love´ begin. This song carries over into the following scene, a 
pastiche of heterosexual romance, in which Kate and Angie are filmed in slow motion, gazing 
lovingly at each other as Angie undergoes artificial insemination (Winch, 2012: 76). The 
humorous discrepancy between the clinical procedure and the emphasis on loving looks 
between the women set against romantic music, deflects the intensity of their friendship and 
so the possibility of homoerotic desire. Same-sex desire is similarly rendered visible and 
TXLFNO\GHQLHGLQDODWHUVFHQHLQZKLFK.DWHDQG$QJLHERWKHPSKDWLFDOO\VKRXW³QR´ZKHQ
mistaken for a lesbian couple in an antenatal class. 
7KH³WKUHDW´RIGHVLUHEHWZHHQWKHWZRZRPHQLVIXUWKHUFRQWDLQHGWKURXJKD
reinscription of their differences in class terms. The class distinction between Kate and Angie 
LVUDUHO\H[SOLFLWO\VWDWHG,QVWHDGDQGLQFRPPRQZLWK7DVNHU¶VUHDGLQJRIIHPDOH
friendship in Beaches (Marshall, 1988), it is constructed through a series of oppositions, 
including messy/neat, unhealthy/healthy, ignorant/intelligent, child-like/adult, 
creative/business-oriented, laid-back/controlling, and further conveyed through differences in 
GUHVVWDVWHVSHHFKDQGWKHLUUHVSHFWLYHDSDUWPHQWV)RUH[DPSOH.DWH¶VDSDUWPHQWLV
spacious, quiet, clean, and ordered, her fridge stocked with organic food. In contrast, when 
.DWHYLVLWV$QJLH¶VDSDUWPHQWDOLQJHULQJFORVHXSRI$QJLH¶VIULGJe reveals festering junk 
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food and take-away containers. Cramped shots evoke a sense of chaos and claustrophobia and 
FORVHXSVRI.DWH¶VIDFLDOH[SUHVVLRQVUHJLVWHUKHUGLVJXVWZKLOVW&DUOLVYLVLEOHLQWKH
background through the open bathroom door. At poiQWV.DWH¶VXSSHUPLGGOH-class lifestyle is 
also mocked---through the inclusion of her ludicrously hippy boss and a scene in which she is 
ripped off buying a top-of-the-line pushchair, for example---but this is more gentle than the 
association of Angie and Carl with dirt, noise, and ignorance. 
Reflecting the portrayal of female friendship in other contemporary romantic 
comedies, these class differences result in conflict between the two women that ultimately 
takes narrative precedence over friendship and cooperation (Winch, 2012: 72). The film also 
reinforces another narrative trope of the girlfriend flick, namely betrayal, when the viewer 
finds out that Angie is lying to Kate about being pregnant with her baby (Winch, 2012: 76). 
This means that brief moments in which the women identify with one another---for example, 
a scene in which they bond over their regrets about failed romantic relationships---are 
XQGHUPLQHG,QWXUQ.DWH¶VGLVFRYHU\RI$QJLH¶VEHWUD\DOEULQJVFODVVGLIIHUHQFHH[SOLFLWO\WR
the fore, FDXVLQJ.DWHWRH[FODLPELWWHUO\WKDW$QJLHLV³DQLJQRUDQWZKLWHWUDVKZRPDQ´DQG
leading to their temporary separation. Notably, it is biology which reunites them, their 
UHFRQFLOLDWLRQPDGHSRVVLEOHOHVVE\.DWH¶VVXSSRUWRI$QJLHGXULQJODERXUDQGPRUe by 
.DWH¶VGLVFRYHU\WKDWVKHWRRLVSUHJQDQWZLWKER\IULHQG5RE¶VFKLOGHUDVLQJWKH
fundamental difference which had brought them together in the first place.  
By the end of the film, both Kate and Angie are subsumed into a discourse of middle-
FODVVSDUHQWLQJ$VWKHFUHGLWVUROOWKHFKDUDFWHUVFHOHEUDWH$QJLH¶VGDXJKWHU¶VILUVWELUWKGD\
LQDFKLOGUHQ¶VSOD\FHQWUH$OWKRXJKWKLVVHTXHQFHGRHVLQFOXGHDYDULHW\of types of 
³IDPLOLHV´---2VFDULVWKHUHZLWKKLVFKLOGUHQEXWQRWKLV³EDE\PDPDV´DQG$QJLHDQG&DUO
have separated---the values of middle-class parenting which Kate has espoused are broadly 
those which are celebrated, not least as it is .DWH¶V family and friends who are in attendance. 
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The women are visually PRUHDOLNHKHUHWKDWDWDQ\RWKHUSRLQW$QJLH¶VKDLULVQHDWO\VW\OHG
DQGVKHZHDUVDVKLUWLQDVLPLODUVW\OHWR.DWH¶VDQGDUHIUDPHGVLGH-by-side in a number of 
shots, usually with their daughters to emphasis the context for their ongoing relationship.  
Non-diegetic upbeat music from Zach Gill featuring Jack Johnson further emphasises the 
LPSRUWDQFHRIIDPLO\³\RXNQRZVRPHWLPHVZHVD\WKLQJVZHGRQ¶WPHDQEXWWKDWGRQ¶W
PHDQWKDWZH¶UHQRWVWLOOIDPLO\´$VWKHO\ULFVVXJJHVWDOOGLIIHUHQFHVDQGFRQIOLFWEHWZHHQ
the women have been rendered invisible in favour of (class) sameness and the validation of 
KHWHURQRUPDWLYHIDPLO\OLIHVROLGLILHGE\.DWH¶VHQJDJHPHQWWR5RE*UHJ.LQQHDU 
Thus, as Winch maintains, ³the girlfriend flick reinstates conservative principles as 
each girlfriend slips into the seeming security of the mLGGOHFODVVKHWHURVH[XDOPDWUL[´ (2012: 
79). What is particularly significant for our purposes here, however, is that the denial of the 
possibility of same-sex desire between the two women---achieved through a mixture of 
comedy, conflict, betrayal as well as by the heteronormative ending---also works to dilute the 
intensity of their friendship and to render the leads curiously asexual in the contexts of their 
heteroromances. To the extent that the narrative and formal marginalisation of desire goes 
hand-in-hand with the marginalisation of the homosocial in this film, this would support 
arguments about the permeability of these terms in relation to representations of women at 
least. In contrast, whilst the male friendship films we will discuss below are chary about the 
possibility of sexual desire between their protagonists, they openly admit and, indeed, 
FHOHEUDWHPHQ¶VIDVFLQDtions with one another in a context where the line between the 
homosocial and homosexual may at times be rendered visible, but is more rigidly policed.  
 
Buds and Bros: Male Friendship Films 
In Baby Mama, the friendship between Kate and Angie is a means to an 
(heterosexual, maternal) end. In contrast, in contemporary comedies that focus on dyadic 
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male friendship, the friendship marks a beginning, existing in its own right and largely 
outside of heteronormative rituals. This differentiates the group of films we discuss here not 
only from the rom-com negotiations of Baby Mama but also from traditional buddy movies 
where, even when the male pair are the central relationship in the film, their friendship exists 
to help the men achieve a set goal (e.g. defeat a common enemy, avert a disaster of 
cataclysmic proportions). Instead, in their adoption of generic elements from both the 
romantic comedy and the buddy movie, Due Date, Step Brothers, I Love You, Man, Crazy, 
Stupid, Love, and Funny People fit more easily with David Hansen-Miller and Rosalind 
*LOO¶VGHILQLWLRQRI³ODGIOLFNV´$VWKHVHVFKRODUVDUJXH³Lad flicks are compelling texts for 
film theorists as they signal movement away from the subjective pleasures of masculine 
identification and towards examination of objectified masculinity as a troubled cultural 
categRU\´ (2011: 36).  
This broader cultural context in which masculinity is a troubled category at least in 
part because of its objectification (also Faludi, 1999) is an interesting one in which to 
investigate the portrayal of the origins of male friendships as it suggests that these films may 
have to negotiate some of the same terrain as female friendship films. However, Hansen-
0LOOHUDQG*LOODOVRQRWHWKDWWKHILOPV³GHSOR\FODVVLFDl techniques of scopic pleasure and 
LGHQWLILFDWLRQ´ibid: 36-7). Although they do not expand on this, in relation to the bromances 
we will discuss, the interplay between fascination and identification which typically attends 
WKHPDOHIULHQGV¶ILUVWPHHWLQgs and structures their relationship as the film progresses, recalls 
DVSHFWVRI6WHYH1HDOH¶VDUJXPHQWVDERXWPDVFXOLQLW\DVVSHFWDFOH+RZHYHUWKH
bromance makes diegetically explicit the ambivalence that can structure identification with 
another male character. Significantly, Hansen-Miller and Gill also note that the structure of 
ODGIOLFNVGHSHQGV³XSRQDG\QDPLFRIKRPRVRFLDOLW\DQGKRPRSKRELD´DVRSSRVHGWR
the structural balancing of hetero-romance with friendship in female-centred films, recalling 
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6HGJZLFN¶VDUJXPHQWV7KXVZKLOVWLQBaby Mama WKHGHYHORSPHQWRI.DWH¶VUHODWLRQVKLS
with Angie and her relationship with Rob exist side-by-side, diluting the intensity of Kate and 
$QJLH¶VLQWHUDFWLRQVLQWKHEURPDQFHVZHGLVFXVVKHUHWKHKHWerosexual relationships more 
often exist before the male friends meet for the first time. This convention enables the films 
to, at least partially, assuage any homosexual anxieties from the outset, while also allowing 
them to relegate female characters largely to the side-lines and concentrate on the dyadic 
male relationship.  
The clearest example of this is Due Date, which centres on a road trip taken by two 
very different men, Peter (Robert Downey Jnr) and Ethan (Zach Galifiankis). Peter and Ethan 
are strangers to one another at the beginning of the film, their shared road trip necessitated 
ZKHQWKH\DUHERWKSODFHGRQWKH³QRIO\´OLVWDIWHUDQDOWHUFDWLRQRQDSODQHDQG3HWHUORVHV
his wallet and all forms of identification along with his luggage. The trip is given urgency---
and heterosexual framing---by the imminent DUULYDORI3HWHU¶VILUVWFKLOG7KHILOPEHJLQV
with an intimate close-up of Peter lying in bed. We assume the camera is taking the position 
of his female partner as he talks to her about his dream about the birth of their child. 
However, as he reaches the end of the dream---a story which prefigures his relationship with 
Ethan---KHUROOVRYHULQEHGUHYHDOLQJKLVHDUSLHFH3HWHU¶VWHOHSKRQHFRQYHUVDWLRQFRQWLQXHV
as he packs for his journey home, but it remains one-way (it is later revealed that he was 
OHDYLQJDPHVVDJH,QWKHQH[WVFHQH3HWHU¶VZLIHUHWXUQVKLVFDOODQGZHVHHKHUIRUWKHILUVW
time. Their relationship is solid and is only of interest narratively as a structuring device, the 
scheduled birth providing a timeframe for the homosocial adventures in much the same way 
as the wedding functions in The Hangover (2009) and The Hangover Part II (2011), director 
7RGG3KLOOLSV¶RWKHUPDOH-friendship movies from the period.ix These films also start with a 
woman on the end of the phone, establishing a literal distance between women and men in 
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distinction to female friendship films like Baby Mama (and even Desperately Seeking Susan) 
where these worlds overlap narratively and visually.  
Whilst Due Date may be the most clear-cut in its use of the heterosexual relationship 
as little more than an alibi, heterosexuality is still established at the outset in the other four 
films. I Love You, Man EHJLQVZLWK3HWHU¶V3DXO5XGGSURSRVDOWR=RRHy (Rashida Jones), 
EXWWKHLUIRUWKFRPLQJQXSWLDOVDUHVXEVHTXHQWO\RILQWHUHVWEHFDXVHRI3HWHU¶VTXHVWWRILQGD
best man. Peter is identified as a man who has always put his energy into relationships with 
women (particularly girlfriends) and it is against this backdrop that his search for a male 
friend is legitimated. In Funny People---which becomes focused on the relationship between 
ailing comic George (Adam Sandler) and emerging comedian Ira (Seth Rogen)---*HRUJH¶V
medical diagnosis at the beginning of the film leads him to melancholy reminiscences of his 
relationship with his ex-ZLIHZKLOVW,UD¶VLQIDWXDWLRQZLWKKLVIHPDOHQHLJKERXULVDOVR
established early on. The men-children of Step Brothers may seem too immature for 
relationships, nevertheless the opening sequence still provides a heterosexual-alibi as 
Brennan (Will Ferrell) masturbates to the female fitness instructor on daytime TV.  Finally, 
Crazy, Stupid, Love---an ensemble piece, with the bromance between middle-aged Cal (Steve 
Carell) and playboy Jacob (Ryan Gosling) at its centre---RSHQVZLWK&DO¶VZLIH(PLO\
(Julianne Moore) asking for a divorce and confessing infidelity, before introducing Jacob as 
he attempts to seduce Hannah (Emma Stone).  
We have grouped these relatively diverse films together because they show the origins 
of male friendship in a generic context where long-standing female friendships have attracted 
the most critical commentary. The first meetings between the male friends thus take on a 
particular importance for our developing argument, and our central observation here is that 
WKHILOPVGRDGPLWWKHPHQ¶VIDVFLQDWLRQVZLWKRQHDQRWKHU---both narratively and visually--- 
but this means a variety of things (admiration, pity, repulsion) so that identification and 
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difference, but never straight-forwardly desire, are structuring elements of their first 
encounters. In other words, the homosocial is more easily established in these films than in 
IHPDOHIULHQGVKLSILOPVEHFDXVHWKHPHQ¶VLQLWLDOIDVFLQDWLRQVZLWKRQHDQRWKHUH[LVWLn a 
UHSUHVHQWDWLRQDOV\VWHPZKHUHRQHPDQ¶VORRNDWDQRWKHUFDQFDUU\PXOWLSOHPHDQLQJV7REH
RQWKHVDIHVLGHKRZHYHUDQGLQOLQHZLWK6HGJZLFN¶VDUJXPHQWVWKHKRPRVRFLDOLW\RIWKHVH
films hinges, at least in part, on an at times violent repudiation of homosexuality. As this 
plays out differently in each of the films, we will discuss the first meetings in turn.  
&DODQG-DFREIRUPDOO\PHHWRQ&DO¶VVHFRQGYLVLWWRWKHEDU-DFREIUHTXHQWV
DOWKRXJK&DOLVDZDUHRI-DFRE¶VVXDYHSUHVHQFHRQKLVILUVWYLVit. On that occasion, it is 
IHPDOHODXJKWHUZKLFKGUDZV&DO¶VDWWHQWLRQWR-DFREDQGZHVHHWKHSOD\ER\FRPPDQGLQJ
WKHDWWHQWLRQRIWKHZRPHQDURXQGKLPWKURXJKWKHGHSUHVVHG&DO¶VH\HV7KLVEULHIPRPHQW
is significant not only in establishing the differences between the dejected, rumpled Cal and 
the confident, stylish, and heterosexually-VXFFHVVIXO-DFREEXWDOVREHFDXVHRI&DO¶VUHVSRQVH
ZKLFKLVWRGLVPLVV-DFREDV³JDDDDD\´7KLV³YHUEDOHMDFXODWLRQ´)XFKVRI
homophobia may be brief, but it follows a well-worn convention of homophobia serving as a 
cinematic alibi for straight male homosociality (Russo, 1981). Notably, Jacob performs a 
similarly deliberate mis-reading of Cal when they do meet, suggesting that his straw-sucking 
carries connotations of fellatio. Whilst these moments are fleeting, both Funny People (in 
which stand-up comedy appears synonymous with homophobia and misogyny) and Step 
Brothers (which is littered with infantile name-calling in which associating men with 
homosexuality and femininity remains the ultimate insult) offer more sustained examples. As 
)XFKV¶LURQLFXVHRI³HMDFXODWLRQ´WRGHVFULEHHTXLYDOHQWPRPHQWVLQDFWLRQPRYLHVDOUHDG\
suggests, these jokes admit that which they ostensibily repudiate (i.e. the homoerotic 
SRWHQWLDORIWKHKRPRVRFLDOEXWWKH\GRWKLV³ZKLOHQRQHWKHOHVVOHDYLQJWKHGHQLJUDWHGVWDWXV
RIKRPRVH[XDOLW\FRPSOHWHO\LQWDFW´+DQVHQ-Miller and Gill, 2011: 45).  
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,I&DODQG-DFRE¶VKHWHURVH[XDOLW\LVDVVXUHGDWOHDVWDWDVXUIDFHOHYHOWKURXJKWheir 
relations with women and willingness to trade homophobic insults, the film nevertheless 
DOORZVIRUWKHLUPXWXDOIDVFLQDWLRQ2QKLVVHFRQGQLJKWLQWKHEDU&DO¶VORRNDJDLQEULQJV
Jacob into view, the narrowing of his eyes signalling his voyeuristic scrutiny of the other 
man, whilst his facial expression demonstrates his sense of resigned inadequacy and recalls 
1HDOH¶VDUJXPHQWVDERXWWKHPDOHVSHFWDWRU¶VIUDXJKWLGHQWLILFDWLRQZLWKWKHLGHDOLVHG
male movie star. As Jacob stands to leave the baUKHFDWFKHV&DO¶VH\H&DXJKWORRNLQJ&DO
ORRNVDZD\HPEDUUDVVHG-DFRE¶VUHVSRQVHLVDZU\VPLOHDQGVOLJKWVKDNHRIKLVKHDG
suggesting pity. Later, we see a distracted Jacob, sitting with yet another beautiful (and 
anonymous) woman, watching Cal from afar, unseen. In a series of four shots, we are brought 
FORVHUWR-DFREDVKHRYHUKHDUVDQREOLYLRXV&DO¶VRQJRLQJQDUUDWLRQKLVORRNDWWKHRWKHU
man suggesting embarrassment as well as pity. He literally eyes Cal up and down and the 
camera follows hiVJD]HWDNLQJLQ&DO¶VZRUQVQHDNHUVVKDSHOHVVDQGPLVPDWFKHGMDFNHWDQG
trousers, and defeated demeanour.  
In addition to generation, the difference between the men is sex---their sexual 
attractiveness and, relatedly, their success as sexual subjects. Cal fails to grasp the extent to 
which the rules of the game have changed: grooming and styling are now vital tools in the 
PDOHKHWHURVH[XDOVXEMHFW¶VDUVHQDO:KLOVWWKHILOPXOWLPDWHO\FULWLTXHVWKHVKDOORZQHVVRI
-DFRE¶VSOD\ER\OLIHVW\OH---both men are happiest when they are in monogamous 
relationships---his groomed, wealthy, and self-objectified masculinity is nonetheless 
FHOHEUDWHG:KHQWKHWZRPHHWWRJRVKRSSLQJIRULQVWDQFHZHDSSURDFK-DFREIURP&DO¶V
perspective but in slow motion, allowing us WROLQJHURQ-DFRE*RVOLQJ¶VDSSHDUDQFHDQG
confident nonchalance. Similarly, the sequence in which Cal learns the techniques of 
seduction from Jacob involves him---and us---simply watching Jacob in action. However, the 
relationship and the pattern of fascination and identification suggested in their initial meeting 
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LVQRWHQWLUHO\RQHZD\$V-DFREIDOOVLQORYHZLWK+DQQDKLWLV&DO¶VNQRZOHGJH
experience, and maturity which becomes valued.  
Due Date also involves a central male couple whose differences are immediately 
established. The pair first meet at an airport after the car in which Ethan is travelling causes a 
FROOLVLRQZLWK3HWHU¶VWD[L%HIRUH(WKDQDSSHDUVRQVFUHHQWKHGLIIHUHQFHVEHWZHHQWKHPHQ
are suggested by their modes of transport: Ethan is driven by a male friend who wears a 
checked shirt and baseball cap and drives a beige station-ZDJRQ3HWHU¶VGULYHUZHDUVDGDUN
$UPDQL([FKDQJHVXLWDQGGULYHVDVOHHNEODFN³WRZQFDU´$VWKHGULYHUVDUJXH3HWHU
watches Ethan emerge from the car. This brief sequence is interestingly marked in a way 
which would be more familiar for a heterosexual encounter: the diegetic sound fades as non-
GLHJHWLFLQVWUXPHQWDOPXVLFVZHOOVDQGDVZHIROORZ3HWHU¶VJD]H(WKDQHPHUJHVIURPWKH
car in slow motion, his hair blowing softly in the breeze. As Ethan turns to smile at Peter, 
Peter---like Cal, caught looking at another man---frowns back, looking confused and irritated. 
$FRQYHUVDWLRQHQVXHVPDUNLQJWKHFRQWUDVWEHWZHHQ(WKDQ¶VUHOD[HGIULHQGO\DQGRII-beat 
DWWLWXGHDQG3HWHU¶VXSWLJKWDJJUHVVLYHVWDQFH7KHFDVWLQJLVDOVRVLJQLILFDQW*DOLILDQDNLVLV
a familiar figure from The Hangover and plays essentially the same character here---a 
socially-inept man-child who mis-understands or abuses social conventions in a somewhat 
GHVSHUDWHDWWHPSWWRPDNHPDOHIULHQGV(WKDQ*DOLILDQDNLV¶SK\VLFDOLW\DOVREHFRPHVD
recurring source of humour. The physical differences between the two actors underline 
(WKDQ¶VIDLOXUHWROLYHXSWRFRQWHPSRUDU\VWDQGDUGVRIJURRPHGtoned masculinity whilst 
highlighting the femininity in aspects of his self-presentation---his soft, permed hair contrasts 
ZLWK3HWHU¶VVKRUWIXQFWLRQDOVW\OHKLVORQJWDVVOHGVFDUIZLWK3HWHU¶VWLHDQGKHFDUULHVD
small dog in an oversized bag whilst Peter is without luggage. The excessive nature of his 
physicality is also marked by his inability to observe personal space. For example, as he tries 
WRSXWKLVEDJLQWKHRYHUKHDGORFNHURQWKHSODQHKHFOLPEVRQ3HWHU¶VVHDWKLVSURWUXGLQJ
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belly and crRWFKWKUXVWLQWRWKHRWKHUPDQ¶VIDFH-REGRQHKHVWRSVWRWDONWR3HWHUFOHDQLQJ
KLVJODVVHVZLWKKLVVKLUWWRDJDLQH[SRVHKLVKLUVXWHEHOO\ZKLFKLVWKHQSXVKHGLQWR3HWHU¶V
IDFHDVDQDLUVWHZDUGVTXHH]HVSDVW$OWKRXJKERWK3HWHU¶VGLVFRPIRUWDQGWhe close-ups of 
(WKDQ¶VH[FHVVLYHERG\PDUNWKHVHPRPHQWVDVPRUHUHSXOVLYHWKDQ-DFRE¶VOLQJHULQJ
assessment of Cal, both of these examples denaturalise masculinity, rendering the body a 
³SURMHFW´DQGPDUNLQJWKRVHZKRIDLOWRPDLQWDLQLWDSSURSULDWHO\Ds (comically) failing in 
WKHLUPDQKRRG6XFK³IDLOXUHV´UHQGHUWKHPHQXQOLNHO\ILJXUHVRIGHVLUH 
By this measure, Brennan and Dale (John C. Reilly) in Step Brothers are similarly 
PDUNHGDV³IDLOHG´DQGXQGHVLUDEOHPHQWKHLULPPDWXULW\VLJQDOOHGE\GUHss---underwear, 
jeans or sweat pants teamed with youthful t-shirts---and by their failure to observe social 
niceties around bodily conduct (as when Brennan masturbates on the sofa, or places his 
VFURWXPRQ'DOH¶VGUXPNLWDVDPDUNRIGHILDQFH8QOLNHWKH other films discussed here, in 
Step Brothers it is the similarity between the two leads which defines their relationship, yet 
their first meeting is still characterised by suspicion and conflict, emphasised through a long 
shot that highlights the distance between them as they stand facing each other 
FRQIURQWDWLRQDOO\XQWLOWKHILOP¶VWLWOHILOOVWKHVSDFHEHWZHHQWKHP.  
Like the step brothers, Ira in Funny People is trapped in perpetual adolescence, 
VOHHSLQJRQDIULHQG¶VFRXFKDQGZRUNLQJDGHDG-end job whilst he dreams of comic success. 
Whilst Seth Rogen presents a new, lean physique in the film, for his character this is a 
double-HGJHGVZRUGDVKLVERG\QRORQJHU³ZRUNV´IRUFRPHG\LQWKHZD\KLVIULHQG/HR¶V
(Jonah Hill) does, nor does he have the looks which help Mark (Jason Schwartzman) achieve 
mainstream and sexual success. His attempts to mine his average-ness for comedy fails 
miserably. In contrast, George has a long and successful history in comedy. That said, he is 
also marked as something of a failure. Lonely and miserable, George takes to the stage as a 
way of venting his emotions and, understandably, this bombs with an audience paying to be 
22 
 
entertained. It is this performance that brings the two men together: watching from the 
sidelines, Ira is initially in awe, but the George-on-stage is not an appropriate figure of 
identification or desire. When Ira takes to the stage he turns his usual comic failure into 
success by making George the object of his jokes. This performance is, in turn, watched by 
*HRUJHZKREHFRPHVWKHXOWLPDWHDUELWHURI,UD¶VFRPHG\7KXVGHVSLWHWKHYHU\FOHDU
differences between them, this initial meeting plays on their shared experiences of comic 
IDLOXUHDQGPDNHVFOHDUWKDWRQHPDQ¶VVXFFHVVLVDQRWKHU¶VIDLOXUH$VVXFKtheir 
relationship---like all the male relationships in the film---is characterised by a barely 
concealed antagonism and competition from the outset, and remains structured by inequality 
throughout.  
Finally, we turn to I Love You, Man. By the time Peter meets Sydney (Jason Segel), 
ZHKDYHDOUHDG\ZLWQHVVHG3HWHU¶VIDLOHGDWWHPSWVDWPDOHERQGLQJ,QWHUHVWLQJO\WKHVHDUHVHW
LQFRPLFFRQWUDVWWRKLVRSHQO\JD\EURWKHU5REELH¶V$QG\6DPEHUJHDVHZLWKERWKJD\DQG
straight men. Moreover, Robbie is able to tell the difference by just looking, whilst Peter 
QRWDEO\IDLOVWRSLFNXSIDUPRUHREYLRXVVLJQDOVLQWKH³GDWH´ZKLFKSUHFHGHVKLVPHHWLQJ
ZLWK6\GQH\:KLOVW3HWHUDQG6\GQH\¶VHYHQWXDOIULHQGVKLSLVPDUNHGE\QRQHRIWKH
homophobic ejaculations which pHSSHUWKHRWKHUILOPV5REELH¶VRSHQO\KRPRVH[XDOLGHQWLW\
provides an alibi for the central couple: if they were gay Andy would know it, and so, then, 
would we. The film is still at pains to establish the heterosexuality of the male leads---with 
Sydney steering the content of much of their first two conversations towards women and 
heterosex---but the film is more relaxed about the potential homoeroticism of their 
relationship. Whilst, as in Baby Mama, this is largely played for laughs---indeed, the scene in 
ZKLFK3HWHUILQDOO\DVNV6\GQH\WREHKLVEHVWPDQLVUHPLQLVFHQWRI.DWHDQG$QJLH¶V
balcony scene in its pastiche of heteronormative romantic conventions--- there is an 
emotional sincerity underwriting many of their exchanges which Kate and Angie a
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0RUHRYHUOLNHWKHRWKHUPDOHIULHQGVKLSVFHQHVGLVFXVVHGKHUHWKHPHQ¶VILUVWPHHWLQJ
DGPLWV3HWHU¶VIDVFLQDWLRQZLWK6\GQH\LQDZD\ZKLFKBaby Mama cannot.  
The men meet at an open house in the house of former Hulk Lou Ferrigno which, 
Peter, who is a realtor, is trying to sell. This is something of an over-determined space, with 
SRVWHUVRI)HUULJQR¶VPXVFOHGERG\DGRUQLQJWKHZDOOVDQGDQRYHU-sized bronze emphasising 
his posed physique looming over the pool. Within the film, muscled bodies are associated 
ZLWKWKHJ\PLQZKLFK5REELHZRUNVDQGZLWKPDOHFUXLVLQJWKHUHIRUH3HWHUDQG6\GQH\¶V
failure to meet up to that particular ideal is, if anything, a marker of their heterosexuality. 
Sydney still looks out of place though: everyone else at the open house---including Peter---is 
smartly dressed and well-groomed, whilst Sydney wears ill-matching casual clothes and his 
hair is unkempt. Yet Sydney occupies the spacHZLWKFRQILGHQFHSOD\LQJ3HWHU¶VUROH
(offering assistance to a single female viewer) and eating the food which the others ignore. 
3HWHU¶VILUVWORRNDW6\GQH\LVWKXVPDUNHGZLWKFXULRVLW\$V3HWHUMRLQV6\GQH\RXWVLGHWKH
physical difference between the men is marked. The persistent use of two-shots emphasises 
6HJHO¶VKHLJKWDVZHOODVKLVFKDUDFWHU¶VVW\OLQJDQGH[SUHVVLYHSK\VLFDOPRYHPHQWLQ
FRPSDULVRQWR5XGG3HWHU¶VVPDOOHUVWDWXUHDQGPRUHEXWWRQHGGRZQSHUIRUPDQFH6WLOOWKH\
strike up an easy UDSSRUWZKLFKLVVRPHWKLQJRIDUHOLHIDIWHU3HWHU¶VSUHYLRXVDWWHPSWVDW
male bonding, and the camera moves in, closing the distance between them in a series of ever 
more intimate shots. In the first meetings in all five films then, the men look at each other---
and we follow their looks---with none of the third-party mediation identified in Baby Mama.   
Over the course of all five films, the men are mutually transformed by their 
friendships. As in Baby Mama, the same-sex friendship operates as a catalyst for self-
discovery, forcing at least one of the pair to reflect upon their life choices and try to make 
amends as necessary. The narrative resolution is largely configured in heteronormative terms, 
with at least one of the pair becoming involved in a monogamous, heterosexual relationship 
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and embracing adult responsibilities. This is most marked in Crazy, Stupid, Love---the film 
where female characters have the largest part to play---but even here, the continuation and, 
indeed, the development, of Cal and JDFRE¶VUHODWLRQVKLSLVDVVXUHG,QGHHGLQDOORIWKHVH
films we would argue (somewhat against Hansen-0LOOHUDQG*LOO¶VDFFRXQWRIODGILOPVWKDW
the heteronormative ending is not accompanied by a sense of loss for the male friend. Part of 
the reason for this is that the male friendships are the new relationships in each of these films 
and so it is the heterosexual relationships which have to be reconfigured in their wake (rather 
than the other way around, which is the more common structure in the female friendship 
film). Whilst both Ethan (in the labour suite) and Sydney (at the altar) are integrated into their 
IULHQGV¶UHVSHFWLYHKHWHUR-rituals, the final image of each film---(WKDQ¶VWHOHYLVLRQDSSHDUDQFH
DQG6\GQH\¶VJORULRXVO\WDVWHOHVVZHGGLQJJLIW---provide evidence that they remain 
essentially unreconstructed. Similarly, Funny People ends with the men bonding over jokes, 
with not a woman in sight. The conclusion of Step Brothers also reassures that---despite 
assuming some of the trappings of responsible adulthood---Brennan and Dale remain 
unreconstructed, and that their families now value their selfish, infantile pleasures, and 
indulge their sense of entitlement. For men in film (as in society), the homosocial is the norm.  
  
Conclusion  
In this article we have sought to illustrate and investigate some of the differences 
which structure female and male friendship narratives with a particular focus on those films 
which centre on new friendships. Our first observation, the one which really started us on this 
project, is that narratives which focus on new adult friendships between women are extremely 
UDUHZKLOVWWKH³EURPDQFH´LVIORXULVKLQJ2IFRXUVHQHZIULHQGVKLSVEHWZHHQPHQRQVFUHHQ
do not originate with the bromance---there is a long cinematic hisWRU\WRPHQ¶VIULHQGVKLSV
which cuts across a variety of genres. At its most basic, this difference speaks to the enduring 
25 
 
marginalisation of women within Hollywood, particularly women who are not centrally 
concerned with men. In contrast, whilst the contemporary narratives of male friendship 
certainly make reference to heterosexual partnerships or desires, these relationships are not 
necessarily DIIRUGHGQDUUDWLYHSURPLQHQFHWKH\FDQEH³FRP´ZLWKRXWWKH³URP´7KHUHDUH
female friendship films about which a similar argument could be made, but these typically 
focus on groups of women with shared histories, diluting the intensity of the homosocial 
bond and its homoerotic potential. As such, the dominant narrative is of the reconfiguration 
of female friendship groupings in the light of heterosexual romance and ritual (Winch, 2012; 
Brook, 2011), and whilst Baby Mama may seem to buck this trend in its focus on the 
founding of a female friendship, this is a friendship lacking in intensity and undercut by 
humour. Whilst the male friendship films we have discussed still work hard to displace the 
possibility of sexual desire between the men---deploying homophobia and/or comedy as, 
perhaps overanxious, defences against homoeroticism---WKHPHQ¶VVRPHWLPHVPXWXDO
fascination and (at times wishful) identification with one another is set up from their first 
meetings in a way which remains uncommon in representations of female friendship. We 
have suggested that the lack of distinction between the female homosocial and homosexual---
and so between identification and desire---may offer an explanation for this, particularly in a 
FLQHPDWLFFRQWH[WZKHUHZRPHQKDYHKLVWRULFDOO\EHHQDOLJQHGZLWKDVH[XDOLVHG³WR-be-
looked-at-QHVV´ 
Reading these films collectively leads us to suggest that, in contemporary comedy at 
least, whilst girls must become women (other-oriented, hetero-focused), boys can be boys. In 
these contemporary films, heterosexuality comes with no obligation for men to change their 
relationships with one-another, largely because narratives of friendship and romance can be 
kept structurally distinct (if inter-dependent). This is not, necessarily, a bad thing, for men. 
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However, in the terms set out in these comedies, it is certainly not a progressive one and it 
leaves women perpetually on the margins.  
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